1 As will become immediately evident, this paper is a by-product of my work as Most problematic of all, however, are those cases where the historian could theoretically be identified with a number of individuals bearing the same name. These circumstances prompt the question forming the title of this paper: which one is the historian? A notable case is that of C. Sempronius Tuditanus (FRHist 10), whom scholars have always unhesitatingly identified with the consul of 129 BCE. Unfortunately, as Christopher Smith has pointed out in his introduction to the edition of the fragments of Tuditanus, this identification is based on no evidence whatsoever; the historian could equally have been another Sempronius Tuditanus, perhaps the father, a son, a more remote descendant, or a collateral relative of the consul of 129.9 Similar difficulties surround the identities of Aelius Tubero, C. Furnius, and L. Arruntius.10 But the most notorious case is that of C. Fannius (FRHist 12), a historian of the Gracchan age. The problem here is that at least two persons named C. Fannius were active at this period; they were of roughly the same age (near-contemporaries of Ti. Gracchus) and probably first cousins. One of them, C. Fannius M.f., had a distinguished senatorial career, eventually becoming consul in 122; he 7 We know that Cincius the historian was a senator (Dion. Hal. 1.74.1 = FRHist 2 T3) and that he was taken prisoner by Hannibal (Liv. 28.31.3 = FRHist 2 T1). This information encourages the identification with the ex-praetor Cincius Alimentus, who was sent on an embassy in 208 (Liv. 27.29.4-5); but both he and the other members of the embassy then drop out of the record and are never heard of again. It is a reasonable conjecture that on their journey Cincius and his fellow envoys were ambushed and captured by the Carthaginians (thus Peter, HRR I2, ccii). 
